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I.INTRODUCTION
In the horizon of the Pentateuch and DtrH, the priestly tradition of the Mosaic wilderness sanctuary and the Dtr tradition of the Ark are loosely connected by the place of Shiloh. Josh 18:1 states that the Priestly wilderness sanctuary, the Mosaic Tent of Meeting, was eventually located at Shiloh by Joshua during the conquest. 1 At the entrance of the Tent of Meeting at Shiloh, the land has been distributed to the tribes by Joshua, Eliezer the priest, and the elders of the tribes, as Moses had commanded (Josh 19:51; Num 34:16). The report of the settling of the Tent of Meeting in Shiloh anticipates and justifies the appearance of the Ark at Shiloh in 1 Sam 4, the battle account with the Philistines, after an interval of hundreds of years. One may argue that, since the Ark is the most important component of the Mosaic Tent of Meeting, a literary or historical connection between the two accounts may be assumed in a certain degree. Nevertheless, the present battle account and the following so-called "Ark narrative" do not mention at all the Tent of Meeting or Tabernacle. After Joshua, the historical books in the Hebrew Bible are totally silent about the Mosaic wilderness sanctuary, except for the succinct note that the Tent of Meeting was brought into the Temple in Jerusalem after its construction (1 Kgs 8:4, cf. 2 Sam 7:6).
In the history of the monarchy of the Books of Chronicles, however, the tradition of the Mosaic Gibeon is one of the most inventive receptions of the pentateuchal Priestly tradition in Chronicles.
The major purpose of this inventive reception is usually thought to be a justification for Solomon's sacrifice at the great high place of Gibeon (2 Chr 1). 2 The mention of the Mosaic Tent of Meeting is, nevertheless, not limited to this passage, but appears consistently in connection with the establishment of the temple cult in Jerusalem. Critics generally understand the passages as the Chronicler's deliberate synthesis of the traditions of the Deuteronomistic Ark and the priestly wilderness sanctuary, with a favorable and sympathetic attitude toward the latter. Sarah Japhet, for instance, finds here an harmonization of the Pentateuchal and Deuteronomistic traditions focusing on a theological role of the Tent of Meeting regarding the continuation of the centralized worship. 3 Similarly, Gary Knoppers sees the Chronicler's attempt to reconcile and mediate traditional points of view, rather than seeing the Chronicler as either pro-Levitical or pro-Priestly in orientation. 4 To be sure, the Chronicler obviously endeavors to bring together the two traditions on the surface literary level. Nevertheless, a close analysis of the way the passages mention the Mosaic Tent suggests that the broadly accepted notion of its propriestly nature, or a simple harmonization of different traditions, should not be taken for granted. Rather, the unique status and authority of the Mosaic Tent are often denied to the degree that is incompatible with the priestly ideology and theology appearing in the Pentateuch. In this essay, I will examine these passages closely and endeavor to prove that the Chronicler introduced the Mosaic Tent for his own purpose that is not necessarily loyal to the priestly tradition. 8 Use of the lexeme "Tent" ‫)אהל(‬ in Chronicles is also confusing. In particular, in 1 Chr 9, the so-called gatekeepers' creed, the Tent is guarded by a group of Korahite Levites. The Tent here is again described with the terms applicable for the temple, such as ‫הספים‬ ("thresholds," v. 19), ‫שער‬ ("gate," v. 21), and ‫בית‬ (v. 23). 9 While commentators allow various possible interpretations, 10 12 But the Vorlage of LXX (καὶ ἤμην ἐν σκηνῇ καὶ ἐν καταλύματι) follows more closely 2 Samuel 7 (v. 6b).
II. THE AMBIGUOUS FATE
Tent in Jerusalem. James Spark, therefore, rightly points out, "the Chronicler believed that any location that housed the Ark is house of YHWH". 13 Also, Sarah Japhet clarifies that both Mosaic and Davidic tents are designated by Tabernacle ‫)משכן(‬ and Tent of Meeting ‫מועד(‬ ‫)אהל‬ in Chronicles. 14 This observation has special significance for the interpretation of the aforementioned 2 Chr 5:5a, the brief mention of bringing a certain Tent of Meeting to the Temple of Jerusalem. The Tent of Meeting in its Vorlage (1 Kgs 8:4) most likely indicates the Mosaic Tent of Meeting, considering the priestly nature of the verse, although some critics argue that the Tent is already the Davidic Tent. 15 For the Tent of Meeting in 2 Chr 5:5a, too, the majority of critics argue for the Mosaic wilderness sanctuary. 16 Against the major view, however, there are several reasons to understand it as the Davidic Tent in Jerusalem in the literary context of Chronicles.
First of all, the account to which our passage belongs (2 Chr 5:2−14) is a careful revision of 1 Kgs 8:1−11 in favor of the Levites (e.g. 2 Chr 5:4, 12−13). One can, therefore, reasonably conjecture that the present verse (2 Chr 5:5) was also under Chronicler's scrutiny rather than being copied inattentively from its Vorlage. Reading the present passage as a careful literary work, one can see that the main focus of the passage is moving the Ark from the Davidic Tent in Jerusalem and placing it in the holy of holies ‫הבית(‬ ‫,דביר‬ v. 7) of the new Temple. The move of the Ark, the Tent of Meeting, and the holy vessels are described as a single action by the group of elders, priests, and the Levites (v. 5); it is unimaginable from the present form of the passage that the elders, priests, and the Levites were somehow separated into two groups, and one group brought the Ark from Jerusalem and the other brought the Mosaic Tent of Meeting and its vessels from Gibeon. The more smooth and reasonable reading is that the group of people brought the Ark to the Temple together with the Davidic Tent and the vessels at the same time.
Second, the term Tent of Meeting, as we saw, may refer to both Mosaic and Davidic Tents in Chronicles; yet more often the term indicates the Davidic Tent in fusion with the Temple. The Chronicler often specifies the Mosaic Tent with explicit associations with the Gibeon or Moses; in the present verse, the Chronicler simply follows the wording of its Vorlage without identifying the Tent as Mosaic. Further, the Tent is mentioned in a close connection with the Ark, which is hosted at the Davidic Tent in Chronicles. 13 See Spark, Genealogies, 44 n. 38. 14 Japhet, Chronicles, 576. 15 See above, n. 10. 16 The observation so far suggests that, although the present passage (1 Chr 5:5) follows its Vorlage closely, the Tent of Meeting here may rather be understood as the Davidic Tent in the literary context of Chronicles. It is hard to say with certainty, however, whether the Chronicler already understood the Tent in its Vorlage as the Davidic Tent or intended to alter its meaning from the Mosaic tent to the Davidic tent by putting it in the verse without identifying it as Mosaic. Whichever was the case, the Tent brought into the Temple is more likely Davidic; as a result, the final fate of the Mosaic wilderness sanctuary is left unmentioned in Chronicles. The Chronicler's indifference about the fate of the Mosaic wilderness sanctuary is quite understandable from its treatment in an inverse relationship with the Davidic Ark-Temple cult in Jerusalem. 17 Although it is ‫הכלים‬ in 2 Chr 5:1 rather than ‫,כלי‬ which is used in other relevant passages, the former may be interpreted inclusively. 18 In Numbers, the Ark is still one of the holy vessels in the Tabernacle, yet here it is separated from other vessels; in other words, the concept of the holy vessels is not identical with that of the priestly texts in Numbers. See 
III. AN INVERSE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE DAVIDIC AND MOSAIC CULTIC INSTITUTIONS
In Chronicles, the Mosaic Tent of Meeting at Gibeon is explicitly mentioned in the major stages of the development of the new cultic system of the Ark and the Temple in Jerusalem. In the accounts of (1) meaning, in the Tent of David, and that the Levites no longer need to carry ‫משכן‬ and its vessels. Through a word-play involving ‫,שכן‬ the Chronicler makes a sharp contrast between the new sanctuary in Jerusalem and the old Mosaic sanctuary, while greater significance of the former is greatly emphasized.
2. Similarly, the implicit downplay of the Mosaic Tent is found in the story of David's census in 1 Chr 21. At the conclusion of the narrative, David builds an altar in Ornan's threshing field and makes an expiatory and intercessory sacrifice there. The Mosaic Tent and its altar are mentioned at the end of the chapter (vv. 29−30), apparently providing an excuse for David for building another altar while the one from Moses is still functional. The excuse, David's fear of the sword of the angel, is neither clear in its meaning nor logically connected to the main narrative plot. 21 The ambiguous link between the angel of destruction and the Mosaic sanctuary in Gibeon seems to be the result of the Chronicler's attempt to insert the latter motif into the existing story of David's census (2 Sam 24).
Nevertheless, regardless of the literary coherence of the story, the juxtaposition of the two altars, Davidic and Mosaic, produces an antithesis between them. 22 While David could not approach the Mosaic altar at Gibeon, the new altar is fully legitimized by the fire from heaven (v. 26). The fire that consumes the offerings is not only reminiscent of Elijah's sacrifice at Mt. Carmel (1 Kgs 18:37−38), 23 but also, even with a further relevance, alludes to the legitimation of the Mosaic Tent of Meeting and its altar in Lev 9:24. Through this allusion, the Chronicler emphasizes that now the newly authorized altar is the one that David built, as David explicitly states, "Here shall be the temple of YHWH and this is the altar for Israel" (1 Chr 22:1). 24 Now David has given up the old Mosaic altar at Gibeon and continues to make sacrifice at his new altar. 25 Zadok and his brothers, who were ordered by David to serve the Mosaic altar, are later commissioned to the service of the future Jerusalem Temple by David himself (1 Chr 24:3). In this way, the priestly service at the altar at Gibeon is soon given up as well. In a deeper structure of the story, therefore, the Mosaic altar is deprived of its unique status when the new altar is legitimized.
3. The account of Solomon's sacrifice at Gibeon (2 Chr 1:2−13) is often thought to be the major cause for the Chronicler's inventive reception of the Priestly tradition of Mosaic wilderness sanctuary. 26 The Mosaic sanctuary and the bronze altar 21 See also Curtis and Madsen, Chronicles, 254. 22 See Japhet, Chronicles, 389. 23 See ibid., 388. 24 The italics are mine. 25 "[A]nd he made sacrifice there" ‫שם(‬ ‫,ויזבח‬ v. 28b) should be interpreted as David continuing to make sacrifice in the new altar after this incident. See also Klein, 1 Chronicles, 429. 26 See above, n 2. Japhet regards this account as a prolonged midrashic process (Japhet, Chronicles, 323). Some critics, however, argued for an authentic historical source behind the account. See, e.g., H.W. Hertzberg, "Mizpah," ZAW 47 (1929), 176−177; M. Görg, Das Zelt der made by Bezalel at Gibeon are introduced with a relatively lengthy description (2 Chr 1:3b−5), through which the Chronicler successfully defends Solomon from the possible blame for his making sacrifice at high places (e.g., 1 Kgs 3:3). In 1 Kgs 3:3−4, the root ‫זבח‬ is repeatedly used, and the altar at Gibeon is especially emphasized as "that altar" ( ‫המזבח‬ ‫ההוא‬ , v. 4b). The Chronicler alters the altar at Gibeon to the bronze altar made by Bezalel in the wilderness of Sinai (2 Chr 1:5). The Mosaic origin of the altar is emphasized in the verse (2 Chr 1:5) by Bezalel's genealogy, which legitimizes "that altar" in 1 Kgs 3:4 as the altar from the Mosaic period.
Notably, the Mosaic Tent of Meeting and the Davidic Tent are juxtaposed in vv. 3b−4, revealing the present state of the coexistence of the two cultic centers, Gibeon and Jerusalem. The focus of this juxtaposition is, however, the absence of the Ark in the Mosaic wilderness sanctuary in Gibeon, as it is obvious in v. 4 starting with the adversative ‫.אבל‬ The absence of the Ark represents the diminished authority of Mosaic sanctuary as the unique cultic center. Read in continuation of these verses, the introduction of the altar (v. 5) is an apology for the validity of the altar as a still legitimate one, even without the Ark in the Mosaic wilderness sanctuary.
In spite of the apology, the bronze altar made by Bezalel, the only authoritative element left in the Mosaic Tent, is immediately replaced by another bronze altar made by Solomon himself in the following account of the building of the Temple (2 Chr 2−4, esp. 4:1). The Chronicler lays considerable emphasis on the Solomonic altar at the Temple, which is comparable to the emphasis on the Mosaic altar in 2 Chr 1:5. The Chronicler changes the seven-day festival for the dedication of the Temple in the Vorlage (1 Kgs 8:64−66) into an eight-day festival, especially for the dedication of the altar (2 Chr 7:9); and the Chronicler omits the negative description that the altar was too small for all the offerings (2 Chr 7:7; 1 Kgs 8:64). Furthermore, the dedication is highlighted by Solomon's prayer being answered by the divine fire from heaven and the presence of the glory of YHWH (2 Chr 7:1). This verse is the Chronicler's own addition missing in its Vorlage. The motif of fire and glory at once alludes to the dedication of the Mosaic Tent of Meeting and altar legitimized by the divine fire and the glory of YHWH after Aaron's blessing (Lev 9:22−24). According to the Chronicler's account, therefore, the Solomonic altar and temple completely replace the old wilderness sanctuary and its altar. There is no continuation from the Mosaic altar to the Solomonic altar. Paradoxically, the Mosaic altar is deprived of its special status by Solomon himself, who respected the former in Gibeon.
The accounts of Solomon's sacrifice at Gibeon (2 Chr 1:1−13) and the building of the Temple (2 Chr 1:18−7:22) are closely connected to each other in Chronicles, which is not the case in its Vorlage. In 1 Kgs 3−8, the sacrifice at Gibeon (1 Kgs 3:4−15) is followed by an episode and reports about the fulfillment of the divine promise of wisdom, wealth, and glory (1 Kgs 3:12−13) that was given at Gibeon. The episode of Solomon's wise judgment between the two women (1 Kgs 3:16−28, esp. v. 28) and the direct description of his wisdom (1 Kgs 5:9−14) are the realization of the promise of wisdom; the list of his retainers (1 Kgs 4:1−19) and the description of the prosperity of his kingdom (vv. 20−34) testify to his glory and wealth that can be also understood as the result of the divine blessing from Gibeon. The lengthy account of building the Temple (1 Kgs 5:15−8:66) begins only after the completion of this cycle of promise-andfulfillment started from Gibeon.
In Chronicles, however, the divine promise of wisdom, wealth, and wealth directly anticipates the building of the temple. Only after the brief description of his wealth (1 Chr 1:14−17), Solomon immediately starts building the Temple so that the following account of Solomon's Temple building is read as a continuation of the episode at Gibeon. The detailed description of his well-organized preparation for the huge construction project is, therefore, seen as the result of the divine promise of wisdom at Gibeon. The literary connection between the episode at Gibeon and the following account of building the Temple is clearly revealed in the words of Huram of Tyre. In his answer to Solomon's request, Huram praises Solomon (2 Chr 2:11b) for being a wise ‫)חכם(‬ son of David who is endowed (literarily "knows" ‫)]יודע[‬ with discretion ‫)ׂשכל(‬ and understanding ‫.)בינה(‬ This expression refers back to the divine promise at Gibeon (2 Chr 1:11−12) of giving him wisdom ‫)חכמה(‬ and knowledge ‫)מדע(‬ with the identical roots ‫ח.כ.ם‬ and ‫.י.ד.ע‬ Also, the root for "understanding" ‫)בינה(‬ comes from the divine promise to Solomon in the original Gibeon story ‫משפט(‬ ‫לׁשמע‬ ‫:הבין‬ 1 Kgs 3:11b). Huram's praise here has been expanded by the Chronicler from its Vorlage (1 Kgs 5:21) that simply designates Solomon as a wise son ( ‫בן‬ ‫חכם‬ ), in consideration of the Gibeon accounts in both 2 Chr 1 and 1 Kgs 3. Such literary connections must have been made by the Chronicler's purposeful literary activity to connect the two accounts, rather than by a mere coincidence. Once the literary connection between the two accounts is understood as intentional, the paradoxical relationship between the Mosaic altar at Gibeon and Solomon's new altar at Jerusalem becomes far more obvious. In Chronicles, the sacrifice at the altar at Gibeon results in the building of the new legitimate altar in Jerusalem that completely replaces the former. And it was the Chronicler's intention to transform the originally independent Gibeon episode to a transitive one that introduces the new altar in Jerusalem.
4. The Chronicler's history of the reign of David and Solomon focuses on the establishment of the new cultic system in Jerusalem that is highlighted by the building of the Temple. 27 27 From 1 Chr 13 to 2 Chr 7, except for the description of David's
The new system is gradually established through several major stages, as we saw, such as (1) David's bringing and settling the Ark in Jerusalem (1 Chr 13, 15−16), (2) David's census that results in finding the place for the future Temple (1 Chr 21), and (3) Solomon's building of the Temple (2 Chr 2−7) that is closely related to his sacrifice at Gibeon (2 Chr 1). Considering that it is David who prepared everything for the Temple, including the basic blueprint, materials, and even its clerical system (1 Chr 22−26, 28−29), he is actually the founder of this new cultic system. David is a new Moses for the Chronicler. The new system is also centered on the Ark. Therefore, its development starts from moving the Ark to Jerusalem and, through the intermediate stage of the Davidic Tent of Meeting, is completed by eventual placement of the Ark at the holy of holies of the Temple.
As we saw above, in every major stage of the development of the Davidic Ark-Temple cult in Jerusalem, the Mosaic wilderness sanctuary is mentioned. Interestingly, the relationship between the two cultic systems, Davidic and Mosaic, appears to Kgs 18:4) and, therefore, reflects the Chronicler's own purpose. Notably, the destruction of the altars and high places in the territory of Benjamin should include the Mosaic sanctuary and its altar at the high place of Gibeon. The Chronicler provides no clue that Gibeon was an exception to this destruction. Although it is uncertain if the Chronicler intended an implicit report of the destruction of the Mosaic sanctuary and Altar, the destruction is anyhow a logical conclusion in present form of the text.
The observation so far shows that, as the Davidic ArkTemple cult system develops, the Mosaic Tabernacle cult loses its unique authority stage by stage. The contrasting interrelation between the two cultic systems is recognizable in a further distinctive manner from the problems with the priestly theology and ideology caused by the Chronicler's description of the Mosaic sanctuary.
IV. AGAINST THE PRIESTLY THEOLOGY
The Chronicler explicitly mentions the Mosaic Tent of Meeting in three places, as we saw. The descriptions of the Mosaic Tent in those passages are, however, problematic in the priestly theology and ideology found in the priestly texts in the Pentateuch. First, the absence of the Ark in the wilderness sanctuary is significantly problematic in the Priestly ideology and worldview. According to the hierarchal order of holiness envisioned in the Priestly texts, the Mosaic sanctuary is the center of the whole creation. In spite of the recent disagreement in details concerning the end of P, most critics agree that P is concluded with the building the Tent of Meeting and/or establishment of its sacrificial system at the wilderness of Sinai. 28 According to this dominant view, P envisages that the creation of the world (Gen 1:1−2:4a) is completed with the building of YHWH's sanctuary. 29 The special and unique sanctity of this Priestly wilderness sanctuary is guaranteed by the permanent presence of YHWH in the holy of holies that holds the highest position in the strict spatial hierarchy of the Priestly world. And, again, the core of the holy of holies is the Ark, for YHWH will appear and speak on the "mercy seat" ‫)כפרת(‬ between the two cherubim on the Ark (Exod 25:16−22; Num 17:19). In P, YHWH's presence moves from the Mount Sinai to the holy of holies, which is the highlight of the Priestly Sinai pericope. 30 According to Thomas Römer, Christophe Nihan, and others, P reaches its conclusion 28 For the detailed exposition of the recent discussions of the end of P, see, e.g., C. In addition, the existence of the Davidic Tent of Meeting with the Ark in parallel with the Mosaic Tent creates a situation incompatible with the Priestly ideology. According to the priestly worldview, the Mosaic sanctuary is the unique cultic center, surrounded, served, and guarded by the specially separated personnel such as the Levites (e.g. Num 3−4, 8). In Chronicles, however, the Davidic Tent is served and guarded by the Levites and the Levitical service there is described far more in detail than that of the Mosaic tent in Gibeon.
The gradual loss of the unique status of the Mosaic sanctuary proceeds further by building the altars in Jerusalem, twice by David (1 Chr 16:1, 21:26) and finally by Solomon. In the Priestly notion of the wilderness sanctuary, there are two places in it where YHWH himself is present in his glory: on the mercy seat on the cover of the Ark and the outer sacrificial altar at the entrance of the Tent of Meeting ‫מועד(‬ ‫אהל‬ ‫:פתח‬ Exod 29:42−43; Num 16:18−19, 20:6). On the former YHWH appears and speaks only to the high priest; on the latter he does so to the entire people. Especially the outer altar is sanctified by His glory (e.g., Exod 29:43). 32 Besides the mercy seat on the Ark, therefore, the outer sacrificial altar is the most important cultic object that guarantees the distinguished sanctity of the Tent of Meeting. In Chronicles, nevertheless, the new altars in Jerusalem are authorized by the divine fire from heaven (1 Chr 21:26; 2 Chr 7:1), and the Solomonic altar is eventually sanctified by the presence of YHWH's glory on the Temple (2 Chr 7:2). The old Mosaic altar no longer bears such signs of divine legitimation or sanctification. Solomon's new altar replaces the old Mosaic altar that is the only significant and highly sanctified object left in the wilderness sanctuary. This is an irrevocable damage to the unique status of the Mosaic Tent of Meeting in the Priestly theology and ideology. The single instance of Solomon's sacrifice at the Mosaic altar does little to alter the general direction of decreasing the authority of the Mosaic institution.
V.CONCLUSION
The observation so far suggests that it is doubtful whether the Chronicler really intended to express his respect to or favor of the Priestly tradition of the wilderness sanctuary. The Chronicler consistently mentions the Priestly sanctuary, i.e. the Mosaic Tent of Meeting, at every stage of the Davidic Ark-Temple cult's development; yet, by doing so, the authority and function of the Mosaic sanctuary is gradually replaced by the Davidic institutions. Notably, the authority of the Mosaic sanctuary is not transferred to the new cultic centers. The latter gain their own legitimation and authority directly from God with the fire and glory of YHWH. The tendency is obvious: in every stage the new Davidic Ark-Temple cult rises, the Mosaic Tabernacle cult falls inversely. This situation directly contradicts the theological and ideological core of the Priestly literature.
As Knoppers rightly points out, the Chronicler often quotes the earlier biblical law to validate his position, creating the impression of continuity in orthopraxis from the time of Moses, so that "the citation of older precedent authorizes later innovations." 33 In our case, too, apparently a certain continuity of cultic tradition is found in that the old Mosaic sanctuary still survived and was served until the time of David. The observation above, however, indicates that the juxtaposition of the old and new cultic institutions serves for the legitimation of the new at the demise of the old, rather than a smooth continuation of the authority. The Chronicler is manipulating the Priestly tradition in a sophisticated way in order to emphasize relative superiority of the new Davidic cult over the old Mosaic cult.
The purpose of this sophisticated manipulation of the Priestly tradition is closely related to the question of the authorship of Chronicles and its socio-historical context, into which I cannot delve in this limited space. Nevertheless, a clue can be found in the possible conflict between the priests and Levites during the Persian period. As I discuss in detail elsewhere, some of the late priestly redactional passages, e.g the Korah redaction in Num 16 and Ezek 44:9−14, we find the Zadokite priests' struggle to degrade and oppress the Levites for their exclusive priestly prerogatives. 34 Critics usually assume that behind these
